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REMARKS 

Claims 1-28, 31, 33, 40, and 45 are pending. Independent claims 1, 14, 25, and 
33 are now rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious from Peyravian (U.S. Patent 
Application 2004/0158715) in view of a new reference: Matyas (U.S. Patent 5,953,420). 

Pevrevian Does Not Disclose the Present Claimed Features 

Present claim 1 states that the "second key" is transmitted after computing the 
authentication code. This is very different from the cited Peyravian reference. 

The Office Action (at page 3) equates the present claimed "second key" to the 
"PW" of Peyravian. Peyravian clearly states that this second key "PW" is distributed in 
step 105 before computation 155. 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that there is a critical distinction 
between the present claims and what is disclosed by Peyravian. Consequently, the 
present claims should be allowed. 

Further Remarks 

Applicant notes that the present invention makes it possible to send the 
authorization code (i.e. the "HASH(ARGs)" of Peyravian) and the second key (i.e. the 
"PW" of Peyravian) together. That is impossible in Peyravian because the "PW" of 
Peyravian is distributed before the "HASH(ARGs)" of Peyravian has even been 
computed, and thus before the "HASH(ARGs)" has been sent. 

Regarding the last paragraph at page 2 of the Office Action, Applicant agrees 
100% that the Office Action did not point to the "PW" of Peyravian as the authentication 
code. Applicant also agrees 100% that the Office Action pointed to the "HASH(ARGs)" 
of Peyravian as the authentication code. Please note that paragraph 35 of the Peyravian 
reference clearly states that the "HASH(ARGs)" is computed at step 155. 
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The second key "PW" of Peyravian is sent in step 105 before the authentication 
code "HASH(ARGs)" is computed at step 155. Applicant respectfully submits that 
present claim 1 claims the exact opposite. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons explained, Applicant respectfully submits that the present 
amended independent claims are neither disclosed nor suggested by the cited 
references. The present dependent claims should therefore be allowed for the same 
reasons. 

Applicant would be grateful if the Examiner would please contact Applicant's 
attorney by telephone if the Examiner detects anything in the present response that 
might hinder a speedy allowance. 
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